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Submission to Australian Government, Department of Prime 
Minister and Cabinet, Office of the Arts, National Cultural Policy 
Discussion Paper 
 
Terry Flew, Professor of Media and Communication, Creative Industries 
Faculty, Queensland University of Technology, Brisbane, Australia 
 
Submitted 20 October, 2011.  
 
NB: The submission process for the National Cultural Policy was based upon an 
online submission form that required responses to set questions. This document 
follows that format, which explains the use of sub-headings in the paper.  
 
About you or your organization 
 
I am a Professor of Media and Communication in the Creative Industries Faculty, 
Queensland University of Technology (QUT). I am also Lead Commissioner with the 
Australian Law Reform Commission (ALRC), heading the National Classification 
Scheme Review. This submission is made in a personal capacity, and in my role as a 
researcher and Professor at QUT, rather than as a Commissioner of the ALRC. It 
should not be taken as representative of the views of the ALRC, or as informing its 
deliberations in relation to the National Classification Scheme Review.  
 
At QUT, I was the Head of Media and Communication in the Creative Industries 
Faculty from 2001-2006, and Head of Postgraduate Studies from 2006-2008, in a 
Faculty with 240 research higher degree students. Of this group, about 10% were 
international students and about 50% were undertaking practice-led higher degrees in 
the creative and performing arts areas. 
 
 I am a Chief Investigator with the Australian Research Council (ARC) Centre of 
Excellence for Creative Industries and Innovation (CCI), engaged with the Asian 
Creative Transformations and Mapping the Pro-Am Interface work programs. I have 
led ARC-funded research projects into the suburbs as a site of creative industries 
work and practice, and citizen journalism in Australia (with Cisco Systems, the 
Special Broadcasting Service, and online public affairs site On Line Opinion).  
 
I have also participated in projects dealing with online counseling resources for young 
people (with Kids Help Line), and the rise of creative industries in China. I was 
President of the Australian and New Zealand Communication Association from 2009-
2010, and have been a member of the ARC-funded Cultural Research Network, as 
well as a research leader with the Smart Services CRC in the area of New Media 
Services, working with Fairfax Media on digital news futures.  
 
I am the author of three books, 11 research monographs, 32 book chapters, 53 
refereed academic journal articles, and editor of 11 special issues/themed sections of 
academic journals and refereed conference proceedings (one forthcoming). My books 
include: New Media: An Introduction, the 3
rd
  edition of which was published by 
Oxford University Press in 2008 (with a fourth edition under contract); 
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Understanding Global Media, published by Palgrave in 2007; and The Creative 
Industries, Culture and Policy, to be published by Sage in December 2011.  
 
From May 2011 to February 2012, I have been seconded from QUT to be Lead 
Commissioner with the Australian Law Reform Commission, chairing the review of 
the National Classification Scheme, as noted above. I was commissioned to lead this 
review by the Attorney-General of Australia, Hon. Robert McClelland MP, and I am 
leading a team of six ALRC researchers. The ALRC's Discussion paper, National 
Classification Scheme review (DP77) was released on 30 September, 2011, after over 
2,450 responses to the ALRC's Issues Paper released in May. The Final Report will be 
released in early 2012.  
 
Do you support the development of a National Cultural Policy, and why? 
 
In general terms, yes. Such exercises, as last occurred in Australia with the Keating 
Government‟s 1994 Creative Nation cultural policy statement, can be of value in 
three key respects. 
 
First, by raising the question of „culture‟ in a way that takes us out of silo-ised 
thinking based upon sectors, industries or government portfolios (the arts, the media, 
digital technologies, the Internet industry etc.), they enable a more holistic perspective 
to be developed on the policy implications of technological convergence and other 
contemporary cultural dynamics, such as the rise of user-led innovation and user-
generated content – what Charles Leadbeater and Paul Miller (2004) termed the „Pro-
Am Revolution‟.  
 
Second, they offer the opportunity for wide community engagement and consultation 
in policy development. The extent of engagement with the National Cultural Policy 
process since the initial call for submissions is testament to the considerable 
community interest in such questions. This range of contributions should in turn 
enable policy makers to develop new and more innovative approaches to supporting 
Australia cultural activity, as they are able to „crowdsource‟ ideas from a wider range 
of individuals and groups than the familiar stakeholders in these policy domains.  
 
Third, the resulting policy documents themselves have value in marking out new 
directions for policy over and above the specific recommendations that result. 
Thinking back to the Creative Nation statement, it is the case that long after specific 
budgetary allocations have disappeared into history, its innovative approach to 
rethinking the relationship between culture and industry in the context of digital 
convergence remains relevant. For instance, it had considerable influence on thinking 
about creative industries policy in the United Kingdom, and uptakes of such ideas in 
other countries.  
 
That said, there are three attendant risks in the process. 
 
First, a cultural policy may simply become an occasion for highly generalized „feel 
good‟ statements about the value of the arts and culture, combined with some 
incremental increases in funding to some established organisations for new initiatives. 
They are rarely the places where hard questions are asked about how the existing 
funds are allocated, and can indeed run the risk of shutting down such conversations. 
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While such an outcome from this National Cultural Policy initiative would not be 
harmful, it would be a missed opportunity for more medium-term thinking.  
 
Second, the discussion may become an occasion for people in the arts sector to 
proclaim themselves to be underappreciated and to present Australian culture as 
beleaguered and under threat. National cultural policies that are premised upon a 
defensive cultural nationalism are not particularly useful or forward looking, and it 
would be hoped that those involved with this policy would – as the drafters of 
Creative Nation did – avoid a defensive and backward looking standpoint. 
 
Third, there is the risk of isolating „culture‟ from other areas of policy. In the current 
context, the work being undertaken by the DBCDE‟s Convergence Review has major 
cultural policy implications – around issues such as local content rules for commercial 
television, to take one example – that should not be arbitrarily bracketed off from a 
cultural policy process being driven from the arts-related portfolio areas. Policy 
reviews such as the ALRC‟s National Classification Scheme Review (which I am 
heading) and the forthcoming review of Copyright Law are also policy reviews with 
significant cultural policy implications, as is the development of a National 
Broadband Network.  
 
One concern with the Discussion Paper, which I will elaborate upon, is the manner in 
which it demarcates between the „core arts‟ and the „creative industries‟. The risks of 
producing a cultural policy statement that is defensive, backward looking, and 
isolated from other areas of policy are enhanced considerably if those responsible for 
the policy hold to this distinction.  
 
GOAL 1: To ensure that what the Government supports — and how this 
support is provided — reflects the diversity of a 21st century Australia, and 
protects and supports Indigenous culture  
 
This is a goal that is very much supported. As recent developments such as 
UNESCO‟s International Convention of Cultural Diversity and the World Summit on 
the Information Society indicate, there is a need to explicitly incorporate questions of 
cultural diversity and support for Indigenous cultures into contemporary cultural 
policy. Too often in the past, cultural policy could be premised upon the suppression 
of cultural diversity, difference and contestation in the name of a unified national 
culture. The National Cultural Policy Discussion Paper indicates an openness to 
working „with the grain‟ of wider trends of globalisation, technological and cultural 
convergence, and the growing diversity of increasingly multicultural societies.  
 
GOAL 2: To encourage the use of emerging technologies and new ideas that 
support the development of new artworks and the creative industries, and that 
enable more people to access and participate in arts and culture  
 
This goal is supported, although the use of the word „encourage‟ here does not 
suggest that harder questions are being asked about characteristics of 21
st
 century 
culture that have to be factored into a national cultural policy. It sounds like a policy 
of providing more computers and technical support to existing arts and cultural 
organisations, which seems more like a 1990s approach to dealing with digital 
convergence and the network society than one which is forward-looking.  
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I would instead suggest the need, when considering this goal, for policy makers to 
respond creatively to some of the bigger questions for cultural policy, such as the rise 
of user-created content, the blurring of the producer/consumer distinction, challenges 
to long established business models, and new forms of policy contestation (e.g. 
around copyright law and innovation) that present new policy challenges.  
 
In an Appendix to this paper, I provide a table contrasting the 20
th
 century „mass 
communications‟ paradigm to the emergent 21st century „social media‟ model. While 
this was developed in the context of media policy, it clearly has wider implications for 
the arts, culture and creative industries in the context of convergence.  
 
GOAL 3: To support excellence and world-class endeavour, and strengthen the 
role that the arts play in telling Australian stories both here and overseas  
 
The appropriate scope and breadth of cultural policy is a subject of ongoing debate. 
Craik, Davis and Sunderland (2000) identified four key domains of cultural policy: 
 
 arts and culture, including direct funding to cultural producers, support for  
cultural institutions, and the funding of cultural agencies; 
 communications and media, including support for film and broadcast media 
(both publicly funded and commercial), as well as policies related to new 
media technologies, publishing, and intellectual property; 
 citizenship and identity, including language policy, cultural development 
policy, multiculturalism, and questions of national symbolic identity;  
 spatial culture, including urban and regional culture and planning, cultural 
heritage management, and cultural tourism, leisure and recreation. 
 
With such a potentially broad remit, the question arises of whether there are priority 
areas. In the English-speaking world, the priority has tended to be the arts, meaning 
that national cultural policies frequently have a default setting of being de facto arts 
policies. A distinction is sometimes made in cultural policy between the „core arts‟ 
(music, performing arts, literature and visual arts), and the media and creative 
industries, associating the former with aesthetics and cultural identity, and the latter 
with business skills, commercial production and the application of digital 
technologies.  
 
Such a distinction is a feature of the National Cultural Policy Discussion Paper, as 
seen on p. 6.This distinction has been premised upon what David Throsby (2010) 
terms the concentric circles model of the cultural sectors, where cultural value and 
creativity are most concentrated in the core arts, and emanate outwards to film, media, 
publishing, fashion, advertising and design. It is one of the most problematic features 
of the Discussion Paper and, I would argue, a barrier to a more forward-looking 
national cultural policy for 21
st
 century Australia.  
 
The focus on the „core arts‟ as being at the centre of cultural policy coincides with the 
common focus of cultural economics upon elements of market failure in the arts and 
culture. To put the argument simply, it is proposed that there is an endemic 
oversupply of cultural goods and services, and of creative talent, relative to the 
demand for it. The solution to this is not to reduce the amount of cultural goods and 
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services available, since the arts and culture are deemed to have various forms of 
intrinsic value, ranging from a value attached to their very existence, to their 
educational value, to their value for future generations. Instead, the policy implication 
is for governments to subsidise the arts in order to ensure their continued existence, 
alongside various measures, from subsidised ticket prices to arts education, to 
increase public demand for the arts.  
 
The result is a form of cultural policy that is very much tied to both the interests and 
the funding priorities of the nation-state, as well as a „welfare‟ model of the arts. A de 
facto alignment of culture with the subsidised arts means that the definition of the 
core arts become, almost by default, synonymous with those fields already in receipt 
of public funding. This rests upon a somewhat narrow definition of culture, as it 
largely excluded most forms of cultural activity that are largely supported through the 
market. It also bifurcates particular art forms into those areas which are deemed to be 
„cultural‟ and those which merely provide „entertainment‟.  
 
In music, for example, a rock band such as AC/DC is clearly a part of the Australian 
national culture, but not of its cultural policy. The problems in determining which 
parts of film and television are deemed to be part of a national cultural policy are 
endemic. Intellectually, such distinctions recall arguments from earlier cultural 
industry traditions, where „real‟ art with aesthetic value is counterposed to mass-
produced culture that takes the form of commodities and has only entertainment or 
novelty value.  
 
GOAL 4: To increase and strengthen the capacity of the arts to contribute to our 
society and economy 
 
The definitional slippages in the National Cultural Policy Discussion Paper become 
most apparent around this goal. It is rightly observed on p. 20 that “Arts, creative 
activity and the creative industries make a substantial positive contribution to the 
economy.” Yet the question posed here is one of how the arts contribute to our 
economy and society. Is this simply the „core arts‟?  
 
Again, the problem is substantive and not simply definitional. Any consideration of 
the future of the publishing industry, for instance, has to consider the wider 
implications of the digitization of books and magazines, and how this is rapidly 
changing production and distribution value-chains. Publishing needs to be considered 
in the wider context of media convergence, and the wider policy issues it raises, along 
with the related questions around the globalisation of access to media content.  
 
Yet by maintaining a distinction between literature as „core arts‟ and the publishing 
industry, we separate thinking about how to support writing from the future of the 
book. While recognizing that writing as a craft skill and publishing as an industry 
would need some distinction in thinking in some respects (most obviously education), 
the real risk is that we are putting forward a generation of writers who are not 
thinking in terms of how to distribute their works in fast-changing commercial and 
technological environments, and that writing is instead seen as a subsidized quasi-
hobby activity or a second job. The attendant loss of opportunities for Australian 
writers in what are increasingly global publishing markets would soon become 
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apparent. Similar points could be made in relation to film and television, music and 
the digital culture industries more generally.  
 
4. What strategies do you think we could use to achieve each of the four 
goals? 
 
The creative industries paradigm challenges many of these traditional assumptions of 
cultural policy. It proposes that both commercial and state-supported forms of cultural 
activity are wellsprings of creativity, and hence worthy of attention from a policy 
perspective. There is not an artificial line drawn between, say, the arts and the media 
industries, on the basis of one being perceived to have more cultural value than the 
other. It is not to say that all creative industries sectors are the same, or have similar 
policy requirements, but it does open up for critical scrutiny claims about the cultural 
value of one activity as compared to another (Holden, 2009).  
 
The creative industries paradigm also focuses on wider economic trends, such as 
technological change, market dynamics and globalisation, seeing them as presenting 
opportunities and not simply threats to culture. Drawing upon the growing academic 
and policy literature about the rise of a „cultural economy‟ or „creative economy‟ (e.g.  
UNCTAD, 2010), such work associated the diffusion of creativity into sectors of the 
economy not typically considered to be „cultural‟ with the rise of an innovation-led 
economy (Potts and Cunningham, 2008). Importantly, such work repositions the 
cultural consumer from being someone in need to re-education in order to better 
appreciate the arts, to becoming an active driver of cultural change.  
 
Creative industries approaches also challenge the gloomy prognosis of the cultural 
industries and related paradigms that culture in all of its most valued forms is simply 
being overrun by the rise of capitalist economics and commodification. It draws 
attention to an earlier proposition, going back to the work of the 19
th
 century German 
economist Ernst Engel, that cultural consumption in all of its forms – including 
audiences for the arts – were positively correlated to economic growth and 
development, as barriers to participation arising from economic subsistence were 
gradually lifted.  
 
National cultural policy is sometimes presented as the last bulwark against the 
ravages of neoliberal globalisation, as concerns are expressed about the possibility of 
global cultural trade enabled by the Internet wiping out domestic cultural producers 
and leading to greater global cultural homogeneity. It is true that large-scale national 
cultural policies of the sort that were common in the second half of the 20
th
 century, 
that sought to inoculate the national cultural and polity against the threat of external 
forces such as „Global Hollywood‟, are now more difficult to enact.  
 
This pessimistic account of the fate of cultural policy runs the risk, however, of 
neglecting important countervailing factors, such as the dramatically reduced costs of 
producing and distributing creative content online, which can work to the benefit of 
smaller nations in global markets (UNCTAD, 2010).  
 
The rise of creative industries policy discourses, and greater interest in the economic 
contribution of cultural activities, has also acted as a catalyst to more „whole-of-
7 
 
government‟ approaches to cultural policy, that include other departments such as 
those associated with the economy, trade, tourism and services.  
 
There has also been a growing interest in urban cultural policies as globalisation 
generates new forms of competition among cities, with the vibrancy of a city‟s culture 
being one driver of growth in the global creative economy. This has generated 
renewed interest in the „soft infrastructure‟ of producers and consumers that underpin 
the cultural dynamism of a place, and the role policy can play in maintaining and 
renewing such associational networks (Evans, 2009).  
 
Finally, the global revolution in transport and communication have created new 
opportunities for artists and cultural workers to meet, network and collaborate, and 
these international networks are in turn constituting an infrastructural support for new 
forms of cultural activism. Given that one of the historic uncertainties of cultural 
policy has been the extent to which a state can appropriately represent a nation‟s 
culture, cultural globalisation opens up new opportunities for forms of de facto 
cultural policy that are driven by non-state actors.  
 
5. How can you, your organisation or sector contribute to the goals and 
strategies of the National Cultural Policy? 
 
The Queensland University of Technology has taken a leading role, both in Australia 
and internationally, in developing research and thinking around the creative 
industries, and its implications for artistic, cultural and creative practice. Research, 
teaching and engagement activities that encourage thinking about the arts, media and 
culture as art forms, craft practices and industrial sectors. Understanding the 
interrelationships between these – rather than the arbitrary divides associated with a 
bracketing off of the „core arts‟ and the creative industries – is vital to developing 
creative practitioners with the creative skills and industry and market savvy that  can 
enable them to operate in an increasingly globalized, convergent and technologically 
dynamic cultural environment.  
 
6 Are there any other goals you would like to see included in the National 
Cultural Policy? 
 
One issue that I would raise, less as a goal than as a point requiring wider 
consideration, is what forms of policy may be seen as best for the cultural sectors into 
the future. I am not referring here to where money may be spent – I am sure the office 
can expect many suggestions in that regard – but the relationship of cultural policy to 
wider debates about the best forms of public engagement through policy and 
regulation. 
 
In the Australian context, one of the more lasting contributions of Creative Nation 
was the way in which it promoted thinking about the arts, media and emergent digital 
technologies in tandem. This was a challenge to the historic divide between arts 
policy, which tends to focus upon „input‟ regulation and direct public subsidy to 
cultural producers, and media policy, which has tended to be more focused on 
„output‟ regulations such as local content quotas for commercial television.  
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There is a very lively debate at present about the future of media policy, occurring 
with the DBCDE‟s current Convergence Review, and there appears to be a need to 
bring cultural policy questions to bear upon such enquiries. In that respect, I would 
argue that there is a need to think about bringing the arts and communications 
portfolios back within the one Department.  
 
More generally, reports such as the Australian Public Service Commission‟s Smarter 
Policy: Changing Policy instruments and Working with Others to Influence 
Behaviour (APSC, 2009) point to the need to think beyond the traditional policy 
responses of public subsidy and market regulation to achieve policy outcomes. As the 
scope of those engaged in cultural and creative activity extends well beyond the 
traditional arts, media and cultural organisations – particularly with the rise of digital 
culture and user-created content – the ways of engaging this community will need to 
be innovative and be prepared to let go of what the APSC terms „command-and-
control‟ approaches, to harness the diverse energies of myriad cultural participants 
engaged in new forms of „bottom-up‟ social networking.  
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Appendix Mass Communications Media and Social Media 
 
 Mass communications 
media (20th century)  
Convergent media/Web 
2.0 (21st century) 2.0  
Media distribution Large-scale distribution; 
high barriers to entry for 
new entrants 
Internet dramatically 
reduces barriers to entry 
based on distribution 
Media production Complex division of 
labour; critical role of 
media content 
gatekeepers and 
professionals 
Easy-to-use Web 2.0 
technologies give scope for 
individuals and small teams 
to be producers, editors and 
distributors of media 
content 
Media power Assymetrical power 
relationship – one-way 
communication flow 
Greater empowerment of 
users/audiences enabled 
through interactivity and 
greater choice of media 
outlets 
Media content Tendency towards 
standardised mass appeal 
content to maximise 
audience share – limited 
scope for market 
segmentation based on 
product differentiation 
‘Long tail’ economics make 
much wider range of media 
content potentially 
profitable; demassification 
and segmentation of media 
content markets 
Producer/consumer 
relationship 
Mostly impersonal, 
anonymous and 
commoditised (audiences 
as target mass markets) 
Potential to be more 
personalised and driven by 
user communities and user-
created content (UCC) 
 
From Flew, 2012: 267.  
